the national organ allocation body, continue to follow a long-established policy of accepting deceased donor organ donations only on an undirected, or 'unconditional' basis. 4 The 'central principle' of organ allocation from deceased donors is that they must go to the person who is most in need and has the best match with the donor-a donor can neither direct the organ to a specific recipient nor impose conditions as to who shall be chosen; all such restrictions may be ignored as invalid. 5 This policy did not come into being with the 2004 Act, but had already been generally adhered to in the case of deceased organ donations, since about the time of the Human Tissue Act 1961 (repealed by the 2004 Act). Although it does not appear to have been clearly expressed until relatively recently, it has been widely applied, with almost universal support of organ donation and transplant centres (at least as far as the exchange of organs between centres is concerned) and is usually regarded as legally binding. 6 The ethical basis underpinning deceased organ donation allocation is one of impartial justice. It is in this context that issues of fairness and efficiency in allocation arise. 7 Some have remarked that organs are public resources to be distributed by relevant agencies on behalf of the state. 8 Consequentialists, who believe that an action should 2 The HTA was set up under the Human Tissue Act 2004. It is charged with regulating the removal, storage, use, and disposal of human bodies, organs, and tissue from the living and deceased (excluding gametes and embryos). 3 The NHS Blood and Transplant (NHSBT, ,www.nhsbt.nhs.org.) Organ Donation and Transplant Directorate (NHSBT ODT) is now the body responsible for deceased donor organ allocation in the UK. It replaced UK Transplant (UKT, ,www.uktransplant.org.uk.), the body formerly responsible for deceased donor organ allocation in the UK, in 2009. 4 Human Tissue Authority statement on directed donation of organs after death. Issue date 14 April 2008. 5 Conditional donation is when a donor organ (or organs) is (are) offered to (or possibly withheld from) a specific class of recipient. Directed donation is when a donor organ (or organs) is (are) directed to a specific person, or a nominated individual is given priority. be judged in terms of the consequences that follow from it, and will support whatever action has the greatest benefit for the greatest number, 9 may provide us with good and prudential reasons for supporting a system of organ donation in which organs from the deceased are considered public goods automatically available for transplantation, directly imported into an impartial equitable system of organ allocation.
10 Any refusal to donate costs lives and it is undoubtedly the case that thousands of individuals have needlessly died an untimely death waiting for a transplant.
11 But if we endorse the consequentialist position and consider that deceased donor organs are a public resource or community 'property' to be allocated according to agreed jurisdictional policies, then we must be able to provide an explanation as to from where such dispositional authority and property rights are derived. Moreover, the concept of human body parts as property requires a consideration of what this may imply for individual donor ownership, as well as for both directed and conditional donation. 12 In marked contrast, the rationale underpinning living organ donation is donor autonomy and respect for an individual's wishes and informed decision. At their outset, living donor transplant programmes emphasised specifically directed donation. An individual was entitled to donate to another individual in whom he, or she, had a special interest, a brother say. Kluge, for instance, argued that donations by living persons 'create and sustain intimate personal relationships' and, in particular, family ties, and constitute exceptions to the general rules of impartial allocation. 13 Non-directed donation was to some extent mistrusted as it did not involve the personal bond considered necessary to overcome the reluctance of doctors to inflict surgical injury on one person for the benefit of another. As late as 1986, the UK medical opinion regarded all living donation as justifiable only in exceptional circumstances.
14 However, the increasingly good outcome of living donor transplantation, not only to close genetic relatives but also to unrelated recipients, 15 combined with the ever-increasing demand for organs, made living donor organ transplantation an altogether more attractive model and enhanced its ethical acceptability. In the UK, it remains the case that most living donations are directed. 16 They usually involve a healthy person donating an organ (often a kidney) or part organ (for example, the liver or lung lobe) to a specific recipient who is related to the donor either genetically or emotionally. 17 Although now regulated by section 33 of the 2004 Act, directed donations between close family members, including spouses, are always lawful, provided that the HTA is satisfied that no element of reward or coercion exists-they currently account for over one-third of all annual kidney transplants. 18 Thus, so it seems, two parallel donation/allocation regimes have evolved and are in operation with (in essence) an impartial justice rationale governing deceased donation and a partial autonomy-driven rationale underpinning living donation. This is reflected in other jurisdictions. 19 The overall picture, however, is less straightforward than it 15 might at first appear. Anonymous 'altruistic' donation 20 is permitted by strangers in the UK under the 2004 Act, subject to HTA approval. Under the established scheme, such donations are not allowed to be directed. Rather, organs are allocated to the most suitable candidate waiting on the national transplant list. The absence of any pre-existing relationship and 'spillover' into the province of the deceased donor allocation scheme apparently requires that the principle of impartial justice and equity govern the distribution rather than the dispositional powers of individual donors. 21 'Paired' and 'pooled' donations 22 are also permitted, subject to HTA approval. In this instance, donors and recipients are arranged in pairs or pools and placed in a 'matching run'. 23 Paired or pooled donor organs (usually kidneys) are then allocated or 'swapped' between them in such a way as to maximise the tissue compatibility (and therefore also outcome). In paired and pooled donation, the exchanging pairs are not required to be mutually acquainted. In fact, in most (if not all) cases of paired or pooled exchange, the transplant recipient is unknown to the donor.
Both non-directed altruistic and paired living donor transplants were first developed in the USA as a means of increasing the availability of donor organs for transplantation 24 27 or in its regulations to prevent them; only payment and coercion were specifically forbidden.
28 Nevertheless, during the 17 years of the HOT Act, the Unrelated Live Transplants Regulatory Authority (ULTRA), the HTA's predecessor, discouraged applications for any of these non-directed donations. This was criticised, 29 but not challenged. In retrospect, we consider that ULTRA underestimated and failed to exercise its authority in this respect 30 and thus acted as a brake on a relatively small 31 but, for individual patients, important advance in clinical transplantation.
32
In considering the ethical principles which in practice are applied by the regulatory authority to both deceased and living donor transplantation, and highlighting 'non-directed altruistic', and paired or pooled living donor transplant schemes, we can see that there is incongruity in the current position. For, so it seems, the situation is as follows. Although we are allowed to decide for ourselves whether or not we 25 want to be organ donors upon our death, in the event that we do, we cannot attach any condition to our 'gift' to society or specify a particular recipient, even if this is a person with whom we have a personal relationship. Instead, somehow or another, our donation slips straight into the net of public resource and impartial allocation. Nevertheless, once our consent is established, the donation can proceed without further regulation. If, on the other hand, we are alive when we donate, we may then legitimately direct our donation (our gift) to a specified person with whom we do hold a relationship of some kind or another. In fact, provided our living donation occurs in the context of a relationship, we can even have our donation directed on our behalf to a stranger and in return we will reap the benefit of seeing the person with whom we have a relationship receive a similar reciprocal gift. If, however, our living donation is not in the context of a pre-existing relationship of some kind or another, we cannot legitimately direct the very same donation (or gift) to a specified stranger, but must instead make an unconditional donation. 33 Furthermore, regardless of whether living donations are directed or non-directed, living donor consent, though necessary, is not sufficient to ensure donation but (unlike the consent of an individual who wishes to become a deceased donor) must first pass the scrutiny of the regulatory body (the HTA). Can we really consider that there are two allocation schemes working in parallel when the outcomes can be so incongruous? 34 Directed and conditional donations challenge the traditional model of deceased donor organ allocation based on equity and impartial justice in a powerful and striking way. 35 We might agree that allowing for such restrictions will inevitably compromise the principle that organs from deceased donors should be distributed according to a system of impartial justice and equity, with an emphasis upon those with the greatest medical need, in specific instances. But if we continue to accede to a model of 'appropriate consent' 36 or 'authorisation', 37 both afforded primacy in the 2004 Act and the Human Tissue (Scotland) Act 2006 respectively, as the basis upon which deceased donor organs become available for transplantation, then we must provide good reason as to 33 Cronin and Price (n 7). 34 Ibid. 35 Ibid. why such authorisation does not allow for the possibility of individual deceased donors placing restrictions or conditions upon such authorisation before their death. In particular, if the context of a relationship merits such importance and, as would appear to be the case, gives legitimacy to the directedness of one's donation, why should deceased donations, to family members say, not also be acceptable?
Both unrelated and related living donors have lost some of their former autonomy, as all living donations now require prior authorisation by a statutory body (the HTA) to exclude the presence of reward or coercion. 38 This was largely brought about following the unexpected and unwelcome emergence of organ trafficking, 39 despite being banned in the UK since 1989. 40 In the case of deceased donation, the 2004 Act now requires that 'appropriate consent' must be established in all cases of organ removal for transplantation, 41 rather than the mere absence of objection which sufficed to confirm legality under earlier legislation. 42 In effect, therefore, both living and deceased donation now always require the oversight of a statutory body. The advantage of statutory regulatory authorities is that they ensure uniform donation practice throughout the country, and to some extent facilitate it. The disadvantage is that these authorities, especially if they have the power to disallow donations, either by law or in practice, may, if unchallenged in the courts, misinterpret the law by applying their own ethical concepts beyond the limits which the law allows. In this paper, we contend that the acceptance of the 'central principle' of unconditional deceased donor organ donation as legally binding, or close to legally binding, rather than as an operational policy, is just such a misinterpretation, and seek to demonstrate not only that directed and conditional deceased donor organ donations are not illegal per se, but also that to overrule an individual's request (or attempt to place a condition upon a donation) may conflict in law with the principle of 'appropriate consent' considered by many to be the central fundamental tenet and 'golden thread' of the 2004 Act. Moreover, we suggest that allocating organs as though they were donated without restriction may carry a risk of criminal liability for local transplant teams, NHSBT ODT, and even the HTA itself. Although the HTA is free to pursue an unconditional policy for the acceptance of organs through ODT, this body has no enforceable 'monopoly' 43 over deceased organ donation. 44 Thus, so it seems, both directed and conditional deceased donor organ donations may lawfully be performed without its participation, provided that they comply with the 2004 Act and are not illegal for any other reason.
The clash between individual authorisation and public benefit was brought to the fore in the 'Ashworth Affair' of 2008, which thus forms a useful starting point for an analysis of the relationship between underlying ethical principles, regulatory policy, and the actual law of organ donation.
II. THE ASHWORTH AFFAIR
In April 2008, press reports of an attempted directed deceased donor organ donation between close relations led to controversy. 45 The donor, Laura Ashworth, a 21-year-old woman, had allegedly wished to donate one of her kidneys to her mother, Rachel Leake, who had endstage renal failure and was at that time on haemodialysis. However, at the time of her death, she had not begun the formal process of becoming a 'living donor'. UKT 46 referred the matter to the HTA whose response (in an official statement explaining its decision) was unequivocal:
The central principle of matching and allocating organs from the deceased', it stated, 'is that they are allocated to the person on the waiting list who is most in need and who is the best matched with the donor. This is regardless of gender, race, religion or any other factor. 47 The inflexibility of such a policy has been criticised, for reasons which became clear in this case. 48 If Laura had gone through the formal process of living donation and still been alive, the HTA would have considered it legitimate for her to direct the donation of one of her kidneys to her mother subject to its approval, which there would have been no 43 reason to withhold, in the absence of evidence of reward or coercion. The HTA, however, explained that it was bound by the central principle of its existing rules regarding deceased donation. It stated:
In line with this central principle, a person cannot choose to whom their organ can be given when they die; nor can their family. However, the HTA recognizes that there may be exceptional circumstances where this rule might be reconsidered, but the importance of maintaining the central principle means that such exceptional situations would need to be considered with the greatest care before any part of the consent rules were to be changed.
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The statement went on to say that soundings would be taken from suitable bodies as to whether the rules should be changed to allow donation in such exceptional circumstances. But until that had been done, 'there should be no change in the current system of allocating an organ according to need'.
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In the case under discussion, the request to direct donation of one of the deceased's kidneys to her mother was not upheld 51 and the organs were (1) all deceased donations must be unconditional, (2) any restrictions attaching to donations may be lawfully set aside and the donations treated as unconditional. (3) all deceased donations in the UK must be allocated through UK Transplant, now NHSBT ODT, the national allocation body, in accordance with the central principle of the HTA.
In March 2010, as promised, a policy document on 'Requested Allocation of a Deceased Donor Organ' was released. 53 Its most important function is to reiterate and reinforce the two 'overarching' principles of unconditionality and equitable treatment for all based on clinical need. Subject to these, however, the document sets out the circumstances in which a request for specific allocation may be considered. These include the death of an intended living donor and other exceptional cases in which an organ from a deceased donor might benefit a close family member or friend. Implementation of the policy is delegated to NHSBT which is given guidelines as to when requests may be granted or refused (usually on the grounds of greater clinical priority elsewhere). The need for compliance with the law, uniform application across the whole of the UK, and full understanding by families of the unconditional nature of organ donation is specifically emphasised. An advisory panel, with members available for consultation at all times, is also established. Although the new policy does introduce some latitude of decision for NHSBT, in cases such as that of Laura Ashworth, the HTA's statement regarding law and policy and its central principle of unconditionality remain intact.
The position, therefore, appears both clear and resolved. But, is the law really as settled as the HTA contends? In fact, a careful survey of the fundamentals of organ donation law casts doubt on all its assumptions. It will be claimed below that the 2004 Act does not forbid conditional or directed deceased donations, but appears to allow for them in its statutory codes of practice. We will argue that the transplanting of an organ contrary to the terms of a lawful condition is an offence punishable under section 5 of the 2004 Act. We will show that the HTA has no power to vary the words of the Act-its authority is limited to guidance. We will submit that there is no law that requires organs to be distributed only through NHSBT ODT. In fact, with or without attached conditions or directions, they may be transplanted at units throughout the country without any breach of the 2004 Act, provided that they are otherwise lawful. The HTA has no power to prevent such operations. NHSBT ODT's principle of unconditional donation is certainly lawful, but amounts only to an operational policy. It is entitled to reject conditional donations, but not to vary or 53 the Court of Criminal Appeal held that body parts (in that instance, anatomical specimens) could acquire the attributes of property for the purposes of section 4 of the Theft Act 1968 if skilled work had been performed on them. According to Rose LJ, 'the common law does not stand still. It may be that if, on some future occasion, the question arises, the courts will hold that human body parts are capable of being property for the purposes of section 4, even without the acquisition of different attributes, if they have a use or significance beyond their mere existence. This may be so if, for example, they are intended for use in an organ transplant operation'. 60 This statement carries the suggestion that the unlawful misappropriation of a donor organ might in future be perceived as theft. Indeed, it may be that only the absence of any legal challenge to the 'unconditional donation' principle has prevented that conclusion from being drawn already by the courts.
In R v Kelly, the preparation of body parts as anatomical specimens was held to be a sufficient act of skill to give them status as property.
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It is difficult to see why the same status would not be applied to organs 54 donated for clinical transplantation. Extensive skills have been applied to them to make them suitable for transplantation. These include not only surgical removal and preparation, perfusion with preserving fluid and sterile cold storage, but also the establishment of recipient compatibility by means of tissue typing and cross-matching procedures. None of these 'high tech' activities appears inferior in skill to the fairly routine methods considered sufficient by the court in R v Kelly to establish property in body parts. In the (not impossible) event of an unconditionally donated organ being snatched from NHSBT ODT for the purpose of organ trafficking, it seems likely that the perpetrator could be convicted of theft in the same way as the defendants in R v Kelly. To take the case further, therefore, if an organ allocation body removed a donated organ from the possession of a retrieval team knowing it to be subject to some restriction (e.g. transplantation into a local resident), the stage could be set for prosecution, not only under the 2004 Act, but also under the Theft Act.
The Court of Appeal's recent decision in Yearworth v North Bristol NHS Trust, 62 a case which concerned men whose stored sperm samples had been made unusable by avoidable thawing, shows a broader common law acceptance of property rights in general, accompanied by remarks that new (bio)technology demands a more reasoned response from the common law. In Yearworth, the Court of Appeal based its decision on the concept that, for the purposes of compensation for negligence, the claimants' rights over the sperm were essentially those of ownership. While that case concerned living persons and 'damage to' rather than 'loss of' materials, the court's statements seem to imply that if the required application of human skill has occurred, then, whatever the position as regards theft, materials intended for transplant might also be capable of being considered as property. If that were really so, one might argue that such materials could, in theory, escape penalties from the offence relating to commercial dealings in the 2004 Act. This would be because although section 32 of the 2004 Act expressly prohibits transplantation for profit, section 32(9) also expressly excludes 'material which is the subject of property because of an application of human skill'. But this argument and interpretation, however, improperly conflates property with tradability. 63 One can quite properly and coherently own something which one may nevertheless not trade. 64 Without substantive evidence, it does not logically follow, from the possibility of commerciality, that commodification is in fact legitimate, nor that it can be properly applied to all circumstances within the context of organ donation and transplantation. 65 However, the above decisions and judicial statements, and this analysis, do highlight a growing uncertainty and ambiguity as to the legal status of human materials, which can probably only be resolved by statute.
IV. CONDITIONAL AND DIRECTED DONATIONS PRIOR TO THE 2004 ACT: NO INHERENT ILLEGALITY
The concept of a body part as property has never been directly considered in the sphere of organ donation. In this context, it appears, as far as the law is concerned, that 'donation' of an organ is not a true gift but merely a consent to the process of organ retrieval and transplantation. Although it is not possible to compel acceptance of a donation or any attached condition, no rule of common law prohibits the transplantation of organs into designated recipients, especially if this is done with the consent of those having the duty to dispose of the body-normally the deceased's personal representatives. 66 Conversely, the transplantation of a body part without consent, or contrary to any condition or direction, has appeared unlikely to lead to any liability at common law, 67 at any rate in the earlier years of transplantation before more recent decisions and judicial statements had lent credence to the idea that the application of human skill to a body part might be able to confer some attribute of property upon it. 68 The main function of the Human Tissue Act 1961 (hereafter the 1961 Act) was to confirm the lawful nature of organ donation with the donor's consent or without evidence of objection from the donor and/ or their relatives. It has been asserted that it did not envisage conditional donation. 69 However, section 1(1) stated that following the donor's death 'any part or, as the case may be, the specified part' might be authorised to be removed 'for use in accordance with the request' (authors' italics). This does not preclude conditions or directions. In addition, section 1(8) stated: 'Nothing in this section shall be construed as rendering unlawful any dealing with, or with any part of, the body of a deceased person which is lawful apart from this Act'. Thus, if conditional and directed donations were not unlawful at common law, they remained not unlawful after the 1961 Act.
Whether or not the 1961 Act allowed for the possibility of conditions and directions, it imposed no specific sanctions for noncompliance 71 and so contained nothing to inhibit the general acceptance of 'unconditional' donation policies. Indeed, there were a number of clinical and ethical considerations which favoured these. First, it was unlikely that a deceased donor would have been aware of any person who could be designated as a recipient. Second, the requirements of close tissue typing, negative cross-matching and, especially, speed of allocation made it expedient to allow priority to the organ-matching service, whether at local or at national level.
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Conditions and directions were rare and merely added to an already complicated and time-consuming process. Third, the concept of organ donation as a gift to society was in keeping with the principles of the National Health Service. 73 It had (and still has) considerable public support.
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In 1998, a case of attempted conditional deceased organ donation produced widespread public controversy and led to government intervention. 75 The condition, which required restriction of allocation to white recipients only, circulated briefly through the organ allocation service before being discarded as contrary to its policy of unconditional donation. Mr Frank Dobson, the then Secretary of State for Health, made an immediate statement to the effect that conditional donation was 'completely unacceptable', 76 followed by a further statement (together with the President of the British Transplantation Society) affirming that 'organs must not be accepted if conditions about the recipient are attached'. 77 The report of a specially appointed panel, 'An Investigation into Conditional Organ Donation', appeared in 2000. 78 Although most of its conclusions used the word 'unacceptable', rather than 'illegal', it did take advice (unreferenced) on 'key points' of the law. These seemed to be:
(i) The Human Tissue Act 1961 'did not envisage conditional agreement. Either the donor . . . agrees to a part of his, or her, body being used for donation after death, or they do not'. (ii) There is no duty on a potential donor 'to agree to the use of their organs after death, however offensive or irrational the reasons for refusing to do so' (iii) 'Racist' conditions, if wrongly accepted by the NHS, must be ignored, and the organ used for the most suitable recipient, irrespective of race, since otherwise there may be a breach of the Race Relations Act 1976. But (iv) 'If an organ has been inadvertently accepted with a racist condition attached, the fact that that the condition cannot be put into effect does not invalidate the agreement to donate for the purposes of the 1961 Act. The organ can still be used'.
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The panel's final conclusions mirrored those of the Secretary of State. All conditional donations were unacceptable. Chapter 6.9 of the report recommended that the policy of unconditional donation should now be formalised, making it clear that 'it applies to all conditions and not just those of a racist kind, and that the opportunity should be taken to set out what the law requires in this area'.
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The report thus reinforced the idea that all deceased conditional donations must be illegal. But, while some of the panel's legal surmises were correct (e.g. that there is no duty to donate organs to the NHS under UK law), others were not. In particular, as seen, nothing in the 1961 Act precluded conditional donations and the freedom to ignore conditions was not an effect of that Act, but merely a reflection of its lack of sanctions. In addition, the report failed to take account of the fact that the UK organ-sharing scheme was then (and remains still, rightly or wrongly) a matter of cooperation rather than compulsion. Individual units were free to pursue their own deceased organ donation policies, provided that the general law was respected-under the 1961 Act, as seen, this was not difficult. In the years before the 2004 Act, it was possible for conditional or directed kidney donations to be performed locally if local opportunity and policy allowed it, as the national organ-sharing policies allowed local units to retain one kidney for use at their discretion. and the absence of any rigorous legal analysis through challenge in the courts combined to produce the following assumptions:
(a) The acceptance policy represented the law. Therefore, (b) conditional and directed donations were inherently unlawful; and (c) such donations could be allocated unconditionally, as if the attempted restrictions did not exist.
These assumptions were those of the report of the Investigation into Conditional Donation of 2000. But, they were incorrect. They accurately reflected the policy of the allocation body, but received no support from either common law or statute.
V. THE HUMAN TISSUE ACT 2004: THE PRIMACY AND VALIDITY OF 'APPROPRIATE CONSENT'
In 2000, the former allocation body, the United Kingdom Transplant Support Service Agency (UKTSSA), a Special Health Authority set up in 1991, was replaced by UKT whose remit included an obligation actively to promote organ donation. 86 No alteration in policy or law resulted: but a change in the legal status of all donations was about to take place. The 2004 Act, which repeals and replaces earlier legislation, 87 significantly altered the law. Organ donation now became unlawful, except under defined circumstances. The main relevant new rules are as follows:
(1) The 2004 Act permits authorised activities for certain scheduled purposes to be carried out. The 2004 Act covers seven scheduled purposes requiring general consent, one of which is transplantation.
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(2) Authorised activities are only lawful if done with 'appropriate consent'.
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(3) Unauthorised dealings are now criminal offences, carrying penalties.
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(4) A regulatory body, the HTA, has been set up to oversee and control the working of the Act.
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(5) Codes of practice 92 establish guidelines for practice, especially as regards the meaning and extent of 'appropriate consent'. It is thus 86 ,http://www.uktransplant.org.uk/ukt/newsroom/fact_sheets/pdfs/ about_us_0209.pdf.. 87 Human Tissue Act 2004 (n 1). 88 Ibid, s 1. 89 Ibid, s 3. 90 Ibid, s 5. 91 Ibid, Part 2 s 13-15. 92 Ibid, s 26. essential to know the precise meaning of 'appropriate consent' since otherwise criminal liability may be incurred.
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How do these changes affect conditional or directed deceased donations? Two important principles are unchanged. First, NHSBT ODT's policy is unaffected-it remains free to reject conditional or directed donations. Secondly, there is still no compulsion for donated organs to be allocated solely according to NHSBT ODT's policiesalternative arrangements remain possible, provided that they do not contravene the terms of the 2004 Act. The most important change stems from the application of the new principle of 'appropriate consent' to the declared policy of discarding attempted conditions and directions in favour of unconditional allocations. 
Consent can be:
-General, i.e. if someone consents to the use of tissue for research, it need not be limited to a particular object -Specific, i.e. a person limits their consent -a sample can only be used for research into a particular condition -Both general and specific, i.e. a general consent subject to specific exceptions.
It is true that the examples given by the 2006 Code seem to refer to cases of proposed tissue retention for research: but both the 2004 Act and the Code make it clear that, in section 3, 'general provision is made for adults to consent to the use of their material for a range of purposes, including research and organ transplantation'. 97 If consent is not required to be unrestricted, or 'generic' 98 in the context of donations for research, the same must apply to consent for deceased organ donation for transplantation since neither the 2004 Act nor the Codes make any distinction as to the nature of the consent involved in these two situations. In 2009, a Revised Code of Practice not only restated the difference between generic and specific consent but also emphasised that it should be valid, i.e. given voluntarily by an 'appropriately informed' and competent person. 99 It may be argued that 'appropriate consent' in section 3 of the 2004 Act must be read in the light of Parliament's true intention (which, in keeping with the central principle of the HTA and UKT (now NHSBT ODT), must have been to ensure that restrictions on deceased donations should be illegal) and interpreted accordingly. But, this does not survive analysis. The basic principle of statutory interpretation is that the intention of Parliament 'has to be ascertained from the words which it has used and those words are to be construed according to their plain and ordinary meaning'. 100 An interpretation of consent which overrides any attached restrictions is hardly in such a category. The plain fact is that the 2004 Act is completely silent on conditional and directed deceased donations 101 and cannot be construed so as to appear to provide for them. Furthermore, this argument offends the principle whereby Parliament is presumed not to abrogate common law rights other than by express words or necessary implication. 102 At common law, a party's consent, given without the knowledge that his or her attached conditions will be ignored, amounts to uninformed consent, as it is 'expressed in form only, not in reality'
103 and so may be held to have been vitiated. 104 The HTA's Revised Code of Practice 1, Consent (2009) actively stresses the need for consent to be informed if it is to be valid.
VI. THE CONSEQUENCES OF PROCEEDING WITHOUT VALID CONSENT
The conclusion from this interpretation of consent is clear but disconcerting. If a donor's consent has been limited to specific situations, it follows that any allocation of organs contrary to such limitations vitiates that consent and amounts to dealing with the organs without consent.
Although it appears that NHSBT ODT (or any other organ user) remains free to reject such donations as contrary to its allocation policy, NHSBT ODT is not free to accept the donation while ignoring the restriction. The conclusion of the Investigation into Conditional Donation in 2000 can no longer be followed with impunity, despite the HTA's recent statement on the directed donation case. 105 To do so would be an offence under section 5 of the Act. It has been argued already that conditional and directed donations have never been illegal per se, as they are not prohibited by any law. But, even if a restriction were held to be illegal (e.g. under the Race Relations Acts), it does not follow that it could then be disregarded for the purposes of establishing consent to unconditional donation. On the contrary, like any other qualification, it would tend to vitiate the donor's consent, raising the prospect of criminal liability as a result.
In ignoring the donor's intentions and allocating organs unconditionally, a number of persons and bodies could become liable to prosecution under section 5 of the 2004 Act. The teams directly involved in the donation and transplantation activity are obvious candidates. However, although strict liability under statute is always a possibility, the terms of section 5(1), which requires a 'guilty mind', offers them a defence. This states that a person will not be liable if he 'reasonably believes . . . that he does the activity with appropriate consent'. Although all persons are presumed to be cognisant of the law, the fact that the teams rely, in good faith, on the legality of both the donations offered by NHSBT ODT and the policy statement of the HTA (even though wrong) appears to protect them. Next in line is NHSBT ODT (as the allocating authority) which, while not directly involved under section 5(1), is covered by section 5(2) which states:
would inevitably place the final liability upon the regulatory authority itself. 113 It may be argued that in the Laura Ashworth case, the HTA did not, in fact, commit any offence because the donor's intention should be construed as merely to give priority to her mother, with a more general consent to unconditional donation if that should prove clinically impossible. However, such an intention would need to have been presented immediately before death 114 and could not lawfully be constructed later in the light of what appeared clinically desirable. In addition, the HTA's official statement confirms its intention to continue ignoring such conditions for the time being, leaving it at risk of prosecution in future cases. 115 A somewhat analogous argument regarding construing a donor's intention was advanced by Alasdair Maclean in 1999 with respect to the 'racial condition' donation of 1998. 116 Maclean suggests that a distinction between conditions precedent to a donation, which formed part of it and could not be separated from it, and conditions subsequent which, being attached as an afterthought to a 'gift' which was already unconditional, should be properly disregarded. Although ingenious, this argument appears to be a contrived attempt to arrive at an ethically acceptable solution that does not sit easily with the rules of statutory interpretation.
The policy document 'Requested Allocation of a Deceased Donor Organ' 117 requires ( para 20) that, in discussing requests, it is vital that family members should understand that, although requests can be considered in certain circumstances, donation must never be conditional on the requested allocation going ahead. This raises an interesting point on consent. If the family, after discussion, voluntarily agrees to make the donation unconditional, a subsequent decision by NHSBT not to allow the request (e.g. because of an alternative high priority recipient) would appear to be lawful. But if, as seems more likely in view of NHSBT's misunderstanding of the law, the family acquiesces in the unconditionality only because it mistakenly believes that it has no other choice, its consent would be vitiated by this misinformation and as a result any failure to honour the request would become illegal.
Supporters of the HTA's 'unconditional' policy might further argue that, even if not strictly prohibited in law, directed and conditional donations cannot take place in practice, since, even if it is an offence under the 2004 Act to overrule them, NHSBT ODT is nevertheless under no obligation to give effect to them and, in deference to its central principle, apparently will not do so. As a result, these attempted donations simply will not happen. This argument would have a considerable weight if non-compliance with NHSBT ODT's allocation policies were an offence or subject to sanctions, as in the USA, where under the National Organ Transplant Act 1984 (NOTA), failure to comply with the statutory policies of the Organ Procurement and Transplant Network (OPTN) 118 may lead to exclusion from the Medicare and Medicaid programmes, as well as to other penalties. 119 But in the UK, because, as already shown, deceased donations without reference to NHSBT ODT appear to incur no legal sanctions (although they might attract the disapproval of the HTA), it would be possible for any transplant centre to step in and give effect to an otherwise lawful directed or conditional donation on its own initiative, rather than lose a rare, and clinically vital, opportunity for the recipient. This would not lessen the overall importance of NHSBT ODT, whose co-operation for the majority of donations (which are, by their nature, unconditional) is essential. It would only be likely to apply in circumstances in which the 'unconditional' policy of NHSBT ODT and the HTA conflicted with an (equally lawful) 'discretionary' approach on the part of the local unit.
It is interesting to note that in the USA, although compliance with OPTN's policies is mandatory, its powers of enforcement are combined with considerable freedom to devise 'equitable' allocation policies. The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) expressly provides that 'Nothing in this section shall prohibit the allocation of an organ to a recipient named by those authorised to make the donation'. 120 In addition, the US Uniform Anatomical Organ Gift Acts from 1968 to 2006, which provide the authority for deceased organ donation, also permit donations to be made to specific individuals. 121 The condition is that if the specified donation turns out to be impossible, the organ is to be allocated according to OPTN rules. 122 Thus, the American law leaves an opening for personal autonomy under reasonable circumstances, 123 while still retaining an underlying ethic of impartial justice. The American laws appear to provide for a degree of discretion very similar to that which the HTA, in its statement on the Ashworth case, seemed to consider desirable for itself-if only it were not bound by the law. Somewhat ironically, our analysis shows that it is not so bound and already possesses that discretion. There is also evidence to suggest that public opinion in the UK would not be hostile to its exercise in suitable situations. 124 The above interpretation of the 2004 Act could have further consequences. As it does not prohibit conditional or directed donations, and these are not illegal per se, it could be possible for donors to bypass NHSBT ODT's national allocation policy by requiring their organs to be used only in their own locality or NHS Region. Although unlikely to become a reality under the current system of close co-operation, it might well attract significant widespread public support 125 if, for instance, severe organ donor shortage and increased regional 'devolutionary' tendencies were to coincide. Such conditions or directions would have to be accepted by both NHSBT and local transplant units or else rejected completely, on pain of criminal liabilitywith the legally permissible, but socially and clinically deplorable, the result that the organs would be unused unless the donor immediately before death had agreed that local recipients should have priority only. Another result could be a strengthening of the concept of property in organs, as already discussed, because the unconditional national allocation of an organ by the authority in defiance of a donor's directions for local or regional allocation might raise the possibility of its being prosecuted for theft.
VII. CONCLUSIONS
The reinforcement by statute of the legal status of conditional and directed donations has come about unnoticed, as there is no evidence 122 Uniform Anatomical Gift Act 2006 ss 11(b) and 11(g)(3). 123 We would like to acknowledge the help of Mr Ronald Richenburg, Principal Assistant Librarian, Bodleian Law Library, Oxford University in accessing this information. 124 J Neuberger and D Mayer (n 74). In a representative quota sample of 2015 adults (aged 15 years and over), there was a wide spread of opinion. While 60% of respondents, in general, favoured unconditional donation, some conditions had significant support-e.g. priority to children (59%), exclusion of alcoholics from liver donation (39%), and priority to family (36%). 125 Neuberger and Mayer (n 124).
that Parliament contemplated such a result. 126 How can that be? There are a number of possible reasons.
(1) It has not been appreciated how little legal regulation existed before the 2004 Act. In particular, the inchoate nature of the common law meant that little or nothing had been decided on the legality of donation and the nature of consent. It was not realised, for example, that since conditional or directed consent was not inherently illegal it must be lawful unless forbidden. (2) The purely permissive nature of the Human Tissue Act 1961 and its lack of sanctions for non-compliance allowed UKT (now NHSBT ODT) to operate a policy of unconditional donation which was widely, but wrongly, assumed to represent the law. But, in the absence of any law compelling donation to (now) NHSBT ODT, individual units remained free to follow any lawful donation policy. had the opportunity to analyse the true legal position, but discarded it in favour of asserting the NHS policy as if it were established law; (6) The drafting decision to require the same definition of 'appropriate consent' in both organ donation and tissue retention had the important, though unintended, consequence of creating legislative support for the concept that consent for deceased organ donation need not be unrestricted. (7) The rarity of any legal challenge to the policies of the NHS and its statutory bodies (let alone any successful one) has discouraged analysis of their legality, which tend to be followed unquestioningly even when those bodies themselves are not satisfied with their application. This legally unnecessary assumption of subordination appears both in the attitude of ULTRA to its authority under the HOT Act 1989 and in the comments of the HTA after the Ashworth case.
In spite of the influence of all these factors, it remains surprising that the HTA should be so mistaken about the nature and limitations of its authority that it runs the risk of becoming criminally liable under its own enabling statute criminally liable under its own enabling statute.
Perhaps the best explanation is that the huge proliferation of statutes, regulations, codes of practice, guidelines, ministerial pronouncements, etc. in this area of NHS practice (as in others) has, in many minds, blurred the distinction between law and policy. In addition, the 'monopolistic' authority of the NHS may act as a disincentive to constructive criticism-an undesirable situation, if true. But penalties, while creating new perils, have also brought about one unforeseen change. Whatever the ethical arguments for or against them, conditions and directions attached to deceased donations, though unenforceable, cannot simply be ignored. As long as the present statutory framework of consent and authorisation persists as the basis upon which deceased donor organs become available for clinical transplantation, they must be taken account of in establishing the validity of 'appropriate consent'. Moreover, because they are not inherently illegal, there is no (lawful) reason why they should not be put into effect, at discretion, in appropriate circumstances, if otherwise lawful. This conclusion appears to chime with some public opinion and does not seem to be unwelcome to the HTA. But, in a wider perspective, the situation is disturbing, for it suggests that the intrusion of government into the world of organ donation and transplantation has been accompanied by a significant degree of incomprehension and that those who administer the transplant laws do not fully understand their consequences.
